Development has begun on the MX, even though
many uncertainties exist:

--Proposed method of survivable basing.

--Availability of land and other resources
for the construction and operation of
the system.

--Attainment of cost, schedule, and per-
formance goals.

--Survivability of the system if arms con-
- trol agreements do not exist.

The estimated cost is about $33 billion (1978
doflars), With inflationary adjustments, this
would increase to at least $56 billion. This
high cost raises a serious question regarding its
affardubillty
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

B-196893

To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

This report presents our views on the major issues
concerning the development of the MX weapon system. Agency
officials associated with the program reviewed a draft
of this report, and their comments have been incorporated as
appropriate.

For the past several years, we have reported annually
to the Congress on the status of selected major weapon
systems. This report is one in a series that is being
furnished to the Congress for its use in reviewing fiscal
year 1981 requests for funds.

We are sending copies of this report to the Director,
Office of Management and Budget, and._the Secretary/jof Defense.

2 .
Comptroller General
of the United States







COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S THE MX WEAPON SYSTEM--A
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS PROGRAM WITH COST AND
SCHEDULE UNCERTAINTIES

The new MX weapon system has entered full-
scale development, yet many uncertainties
remain to be resolved.

~--Will the method of survivable basing
selected by the President be approved for
funding by the Congress while it is con-
sidering the fiscal year 1981 budget?

--Can the land necessary for deployment be
obtained soon enough, and will the large
amounts of electricity, water, and building
materials for construction and operations
be available at the appropriate time?

--Can the cost, schedule, and performance
goals be attained?

--What impact would the lack of arms control
agreements have on the survivability of the
proposed MX system?

The Air Force estimates that the MX weapon
system will cost about $33 billion (1978
dollars). 1Inflationary adjustments will
increase this estimated cost to at least $56
billion. These estimates do not include
Department of Energy costs for warhead
development, acquisition, and maintenance.
(See pp. 1 and 20.)

The $33 billion estimate may not be meaning-
ful because of uncertainties concerning the
size of the missile force, the number of
surviving intercontinental ballistic missile
warheads needed to be able to counter an
attack, the number of base support facilities,
and the design of the weapon system. These
design uncertainties include such things as
the spacing between shelters, the size of the
shelter, and the size of the transporter-
erector-launcher vehicle. (See pp. 19 to 22.)

Tear Sheet. Upon removal, the report i PSAD-80-29
cover date should be noted hereon.




The high cost of the MX system raises a
serious question regarding its affordability.
In view of current budget limitations, the
Department of Defense is faced with deter-
mining what is affordable in terms of a large
number of weapon systems. Although this has
been a matter of discussion with the Congress
as recently as February 1980, it seems that
Defense has not established priorities in
case all planned programs are not fully
funded. (See pp. 20 and 21.)

Initial deployment of the system is planned
for July 1986, with full deployment to be
accomplished by 1989. It is questionable,
however, whether the July 1986 date can be
met because land necessary for deployment
may not be obtained soon enough.

Normally, public land is acquired through

a formal process, known as withdrawal, in
accordance with Federal statutes. Withdrawal
of public land for a project the size of MX

has a large potential for program delay
because the process is complex, time-consuming,
and politically sensitive. That potential is
being compounded because the Air Force is still
attempting to determine what site(s) will be
considered for MX deployment and what criteria
will be used in comparing alternative sites.
Further, the Air Force is still in the process
of determining what issues will be addressed

in the site selection environmental impact
statement and what additiocnal analytical work
remains to be done. (See pp. 8 to 12 and 20.)

In a letter to the Secretary of Defense on
April 18, 1979, GAO reported the potential
for schedule delay because the Air Force
estimate of the time required for land
withdrawal was unrealistic and recommended
that the Secretary of Defense establish a
memorandum of agreement with the Secretary
of the Interior setting forth a time-phased
action plan.

Defense agreed with GAO's recommendation but
declined to take action until after a basing
decision was made. Those steps have been

initiated but not completed. Until a basing
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decision is made, the Air Force will not

know precisely what must be done by whom to
accomplish the land withdrawal process within
the prescribed time frame. (See pp. 11 to 13.)

The MX weapon system will require large
amounts of electricity, water, and bulldlng
materials for construction and operations.
The Air Force has yet to conclusively demon-
strate that sufficient resources can be made
available at the appropriate time. (See pp.
13 to 15.)

The MX basing mode can ensure survivability of
a sufficient retaliatory force only if the
location of a substantial number of missiles
is unknown to an attacker. Lack of such
knowledge will force him to attack all possi-
ble locations to ensure destruction of any

one missile. Whether the Air Force can keep
the location of the missile unknown using
planned security concepts is uncertain. (See
pp. 15 to 17.)

Ratification of the Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks treaty, as proposed, is currently being
held in abeyance. Treaty limitations on the
number of Soviet warheads is a critical ele-
ment in assuring that the MX weapon system
with 200 missiles and 4,600 shelters spaced
7,000 feet apart will have the desired level
of survivability. Without such limits, the
Soviets could build enough weapons to neutral-
ize the MX. 1In such a situation, the Air
Force could expand the system, but expansion
would raise questions on funding, resource
availability, and land use. (See pp. 17 and
18.)

There may not be sufficient qualified person-
nel to effectively manage the program during
the critical first year of full-scale engi-
neering development. This could have an
adverse impact on the entire program. (See
pp. 23 to 25.)

CONCLUSIONS

GAO recognizes that as development of the MX
progresses, many of the uncertainties will be
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resolved. This does not, however, prevent
the need, at the very beginning of full-
scale development, for a complete disclosure
of program uncertainties and the potential
impact on cost, schedule, and performance
goals. (See pp. 29 and 30.)

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Secretary of Defense should:

--Identify the potential increases or decreases
in program cost due to the many uncertain-
ties which still have to be resolved.

Related potential impact on schedule and
per formance goals should also be shown.

--Assure that the high cost of the MX system
is adequately analyzed in the context of
the overall DOD budget to determine if it
is affordable and whether any other major
weapon system programs would have to be
terminated or delayed.

--Expedite efforts to establish a memorandum
of agreement with the Secretary of the
Interior setting forth a time-phased action
plan which will allow public land to be
withdrawn for the MX weapon sytem. This
information should include a listing of
statutory requirements which cannot be
satisfied within prescribed time frames
and, therefore, may require special con-
gressional action.

-~Identify the changes to the MX weapon system
that may be required without arms control
agreements. If these changes involve
construction of more shelters, information
should be provided identifying (1) the
additional land, electricity, water, and
construction materials needed and (2) the
availability of those resources. (See
pp. 30 and 31.)

This report was reviewed by agency officials
associated with the management of the program,
and their comments have been incorporated as
appropriate.
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